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" P soviet Reporting of Dismantling'o

- ..at thé'Sar& Shagan ABM test range. In 1973, during SCC negotiations on

~dismantling procedures for excess ABM- test-Taunchers ;- the Soviets stated

”‘that;all.eXCeSS~test-launchers had- been 'dismantled but did not identify the

- .. procedures used.” _On July 3, 1974, the SCC-agreed procedurés for such dis- .
| - mantling entered into force. - o e PR T

" At SCC-TV (September 1974), the USSR provided notificaiion

.thé% iftﬁad‘dismant1ed seven excess test launchers in accordance with the:

" “agreed Procedures when, in fact, five of the launchers_had not been gis-_

" mantied ih’ébmpTéfefaCCordance'wﬁtﬁﬂthbééTPﬁOEédu?es; However, rapid re--

activation of -these few Yaunchers would -not be of strategic significance. -

The US concern was that such inaccurate reporting, 1f left unchallenged,

could establish-'a bad precedent. e

- A.t‘Thé issue was'ra1sed:1n‘5CCfVI as a case of inaccurate’
notification or reporting.- The US stated that it expected that in the
future care would be .taken to ensure that notification as well as dis-

- mantling or destruction would be in strict accordance with the agreed pro-
. cedures. o T S ’ -

" CURRENT STATUS:

‘The US statement was .not ‘intended to é11cft'a responsé

and none has been made during four subsequent sessions of the SCC.

o

2. .ponCeé]mentAatiSéry Shagan -

- _Article XII of the ABM Treaty enjoins each Party "not
to interfere with the national technical means of verification of the
other Party" and "not to use deliberate coucealment measures which impede

- verification by natfonal technical means of -compl'{ance with the provisions

of this Treaty. This [latter] obligation shall not require changes 1n
current construct1on, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.”

v ! Much of the Soviet concealment and deception effort in
this area of strategic weapons development and deployment was initiated
prior to May 1972, 'During 1974 the extent of:Soviet concealment activities
increased substantially. While none of these activities constituted a
violation of the ABM Treaty or the Interim Agreement, ‘there was concern
L HESRE oo t . ) . B , - ) o .
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F Excess' ABM Test Launchers

~During 1972 the USSR dismantled seven_excess ABN aunchers
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' radas | _ Tistic missiles during reentry ' : ..
" “and raised this issue in SCC-V on February‘]],”1975.by~stat1ng that US

R - ¥national technical means had recefved indications that an SA-5 radar wag
P - '”,being;tésted_tn an-ABM mode, ile,, that 1t,may:have-bgen_tracking"ba111st1c
j . “,;missi7es.dunij the,reentry~port10q of,their_f]ight:trajectoryv1nto the .
T - Soviet ABM test range. The Soviets' responded that .no Soviet air defense . .
i .. .’ radan was being'tested in an ABM mode, 1nc1uding-tracking’of*strategic .
oo ,{ba?]istic.missiles'during reentry, ‘They»aISO'noted"that’the use of ‘non-
f? o M ABH radars for range safety or 1nstrumentat10n_was~not Iimited'hy-the~, '
p .- ABM Treaty.. ; 7 . Sl e e T S

0. - o ST

Q.
- B ] The US stated.
i o dn0 CC-VI 4n Aprid 1975mthat;.the'US*assumedﬂthat bg;_,sides,now,agreéd
T fl;that;suth“uge of an operational air»defensefrqdénuwpqid-be;inconsfstent

”t:the.ysmﬁas'wil71ngrto consideruthe matter c]osgd;irzhg,soyiéts;stated~

#‘ - f;\yith“Artib1e,VI;of the;ABMwTreaty;*and;“gfven‘tﬁé‘cessatfonyof testing,
- this™issue ha

d been settled, s

e L j“fSUESequehtly; on'bbtﬁ*the 10th ‘and 21st of Decémbéra1976'
- aftho Sapy Shagan Missile Test Center, .t 8.Soviets launched a SAM against

|
Sary Shagan in December, However, some believe that the activity could |
represent an attempt to track ballistic missiles with Square Pair in an !
attempt to give the SA-5 system some ABM Capability, - . . ’
S T The subfect of the use of air defense radars at test_ranges '
Was discussed at §CC=X'and:the&sjdesvagrged to;the.folféwing;JDTv1angqueji.,:
f “Ithen aip defense'Ebhﬁénents and ABM system components are colocated at
¥ a test range, the Parties, 1in order to preclude the possibility of ambiguous
;' situations or misunderstandings, will refrain from concurrent testing of
}l
i
!

This subject s expected to be continued at the next SCC meeting or in
the ABM Treaty Review process, . g

|
|
(CURRENT sTATUS: | . S !
|
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}—;’nnt reopnn the: subject as-a comp11ance 1ssue duringithat session.

: range. The Sov1ets did not accept the US-proposed ban on using AD radars-

- for makang measurements on SBMs during reentry.’ “ They ‘argue ‘that AD radars
may be used_:for this purpose in Tndividual cases:*: Continued d1scussion :
of thjs Hssue’ in ‘the UDT “is ‘on the" agenda for: the next Session 71t could
be a“part Of theAABM Treaty;Review process. e ’ Sigie L

"t;Kamchatka L

- “ ”‘Art1c1e 'IVof the ABM Treaty states‘ "The 11m1tat10n
‘provided for in Article I1I shal] not apply to ABM systems or their com-
. ‘ponents used for development or testwng d located within current ’
“or. add1t1ona11y agreed test ranges
revealed a “FLAT “THWIN"- “ABM -‘vada
imgact area of, the Soviet cem t range. - Since
1V

e ABM Treaty (Art1c1e
exempts from the' 1imitations "of Article TIT only. those ABM components

- T used for deve1opment or testing at current or additionally agreed ranges,

" ~deployment of this" radar «could haves constituted'estab11shment of A new
f:tSovwet ABHdtest range codT - F s

i

T Iz .

‘ - Thouqh the ‘ABM: radar on Kamchatka was- not strategica11y
sign1f1cant. 1t was decided to.raise the issue in order to set the record:
straight on wheéther“Kamchatka: istan ABM testrange and" to protect the
princ1p1e that add1tionalsABH Eest ranges VEQu1re pzior mgtual agreemont
R ‘ *The US SCC Comm1ss1oner sent a: letter onzthe 1ssue A0z
the Soviet SCC ‘Commissidner on Decembér: 8571975, i +An ambiguous response
"was recefved on December 19, 1975. The issue was again raised at SCC-VIII
- to establish that-Kamchatka 15 an ABM test rangé ;and: that:Sary Shagan and
- Kamchatka are, as of now, the only ABM test ranges 1n the USSR. The
Soviets rnp11ed that ‘a"rafge with a’radar: instrumentation complex existed
_on-Kamchatka “on the“dated of signature ofrthe ABMiTréatyland that df.it
&uou1d>he1p eliminate’ ambiuu1tieg, the-USSR"would be:ready to:consider the
“Han hatka’ range to’be’ "a current test range with1n the meaning of Art1c]e
tdf the ABH'Treaty R ¥ - SR SR

T o ' Discussions of top1cs re1ated to the ABM Treaty during
TSCC—IX and X 1nc1uded references to the Kamchatka radar but:the US did-

CURRENT STATUS: R -

© %-“E~ I

L The Kamchatka radar issue remains forma]?y open for '
Zposs1ble future discussion as ‘a- “compliance 1ssue 1n the SCC forum. - How-
. ever, the SCC-IX discussions of the-definition of an ABM test range .-
“resulted im Soviet acknowledgement in-essence that the Kamchatka®area was
. a "current! PBM test range on May- 26 1972, and is”a’ range at the present
“t.mo. IR ,
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oo oo In SCC-X, the . issue, while not rafsed-specificaliy, was - .

~~Giscussed.in-the process.of defining what-constitutes-an-ABM test range. .
The Soviets have not formally agreed to 1dentify the Kamchatka area as
an ABMgtest.rangeAin_theﬁdoTﬁofithe?AgreediStatementﬁﬁnfthé‘ABM Treaty

o topics. = They have,. however,. privately stated that they wi1} do so - .

© 7 contingent upon-satisfactory reso

i Tution of the issue of ‘the procedures for.
er§tablf§hi“57ﬂ9“z?°§"raﬂgés?f?f?ffA“ ii‘i"i 317?7;”? i.A o S
1.5 US Radar_on Shemya:Istand . . T
17 Article TN of the AN Treaty states:

©. - '"Each Party ‘undertakes not to deploy ABM systems. or '
.their components except...within one ABM deployment-area...centered on tha.
PE%tyT§“ﬁéfiﬁﬁé1*capifh),;:aqd*within’one:deplqymentearea;,;conta1ning;--' o
- 10BM sile<aunthers...." . S . R .

i;7xﬁéti;7e*IVEdfffbéfﬁéﬂiTééaty*étateéilu-f5 

i tThe-14mi tations=provided for-in-Article-I11-shall not-— -
apply to ABM systems or their companents used for development. or. testi ng, .
-3'andﬁlocated*W1th1n*Currenthr’additibna11y’agreed“tESt»rahgéSi}I."ﬂ '
e st T d . - o S e : .
t #7177 Section 1I, paragraph 5 of the JDT Agreed Statement states:
: i, . T : . ; : : )

7 s i "The provisions of paragraph 4 of Section II shall be
applied taking into account the obligations in Article VI of the Treaty
‘concerning the testing of missiles,. Jaunchers, or radars which are not ABM

- Interceptor-'missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars.except that the pro-

- visions concerning radars shall.be applied, taking into account the pro-
visions ofl Article VI of the Treaty regarding radars for early warning

. of strategi¢ ballistic missile attack and the Agreed Statement of

“May 26, 1972, regarding phased-array radars used for the purposes of
tracking objects in outer space or as national technical means of veri-
fication." . ' . "

s ' + In 1973 the United States began construction of a new

- phased-array radar on Shemya Island, Alaska. Final development testing’

- on the radar (known as Cobra Dane) began in mid-1976 and the radar 1s in
the final phases of becoming operational. While it makes use of techno-
logical advances, attributable to our ABM program, it is not an ABM radar
and will not be used in an ABM role. 1Its missions will be intelligence
gathering;-space tracking and -early warning. T e

' . The Soviets alleged in SCC-VI that the US had a radar
complex under construction, outside US ABM test ranges, which incorporated
componant.s testeqd and daveloped far ABM purposes. Tha US stated that the -
Hew radar 1ncorporated no ABM components and that 4t would be used for
national technical means of verification, tracking objects in space, and

e s et 4 (e i -
: . '
. o '




- ' -~ & = -
3 [ ! ! ] " . e .
-, A 4 S . -
S £ RA SN N B DA
3, T Iy .
Yy oo B 7\ ~_€‘
: EURE LT .

| . meetdng 0f SCC-VI the Soviet Commissioner - .
reserved .the right to continue di§°9§$19".0f4th15Aparticu1arlquest10n.
i‘("f;.{ uif\' ,‘\QURRENIT STAT{]S.:. . | | R - »
o andsneatan ke T oo L AR SURE PR
: 'n:ﬁmg€§1§ﬁ;-nThe Soviets did not reopen the question of the radar on
. Shemya‘Isﬂand*ag;a~comp11ance 1ssde,dur1ng~SCC+VII.>SCC-VIII;“or SCC-IX.
“During-SCC-IX, however, they did describe the radap as -one of a type which
has ‘been "tested in an ABM mode" according to US definition in connection
Vwi&h;thefdjscu§$ionsfof*topics-re?ated to the ABM'TreatYIf’Thgy-d1dwnot_ .
State-thatithey.consider 1t to be "of a type tested in an ABM mode." A
The subjegt,was:not raised formally 1q SCCfXd'. A ER )
. ";gfg ghigﬁaﬁtlfné.éf PAR Réﬁaé at ﬁé?mstfomi ;;_ﬂ

CEUR I

e -1+ A Perfnmeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) ‘was:in the early.
stages=of-construction at Malmstrom AFB whenfth]?ABﬁjIhééty,was;signedion
May 26, 1972, and work was immediately. halted. on. the-radar.  Dismantling -

- of the PAR building commenced oﬁ”OétObér“I; 1973, "and was completed by~

May 1, 1974, = . o e

- e s -”jysuﬁ.jui,w.t_ | R
: ~ - The dfsmant]1ng,act10ns'includedicuttjngﬂoff'aTl metal
reinforcing-rods. Concrete"co]umns-1ntegraT'to the structure were left
protruding above the remains of the building. - - ’ o

- . On September 26, 1974, the US notified the Soviets that
dismantling activities at the Malmstrom site viere completed by May 1, 1974..
On April B8, 1976, the Soviets alleged that dismantling activities with ‘
respect to Malmstrom had not been carried out in full accord with the SCC
Procedures~<in particular, "the reinforcing rods of the wall of the PAR
bullding had not been cut off." . T :

o+ oIn'view of the Soviet concern, the US again photographed
the remains. of the PAR building and provided copies of the photographs to :
L the Soviets on April 22, 1976. They clearly indicated that the dismantling
e -was-in. fyll-conformity with the SCC Procedures and that the external pro- -
trusions above the remains of the PAR building are concrete cojums.
. At the final SCC-VIII .pTenary on’ May 5, 1976 the Soviets T
. Stated that they expected the US fo take into account the considerations
expressed regarding the extent of dismantling the Malmstrom PAR building,
and-that they might return to this subject. - T

... CURRENT STATUS;

"”3;;K7"‘”"&The‘Soviets did not reopeh the issue during SCC-1X or
.SCCbxau-Howcvurqathoyghovo not formally closed out the fssue.
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c. Pdtentfa] iSsues

" Article VI of ‘the ABH Tre

ptyéstﬁtéSE'”’tf”‘"'”:W*;'"”M‘”**““M“W“””"”'

. - -~ "To .enhance assurance of the effectivenss of the 1imitations
on ABM systems and their components provided by this Treaty, each Party
undertakes: (b) not to deploy in the future radars for early varning
- . of strategic ballistic missile ‘attack except .at locations along the '
. periphery of 1ts natfonal territory and oriented outward." - =

.. Agreed Interpretation D states:
‘ .2 "The Parties.agree not to deploy phased-array radars having
. potential (the product of mean emitted power in watts and.antenna area

- 1n.squarg meters) exceeding three mi11ion, except as provided for 1n
~--Articles I11,. IV and VI of the Treaty, or except for the purposes of
tiracking-objectsin outer space or for use as natfonal:technical -means of -
veriffcationst ;- .- - : :

BRI e
.o -

<¢~ag;i¢e;é}%éada1t1on;~onﬂJu1y~2é;~T97o;~théfus-oé1e§atfbnfm¢de the =~
-following -statement: Rk , _ ; ‘

Traguoient ’\ 4 ‘ -4, .;_‘_:::__i';_:_,__:_: SRS

. . “Since Hen House radars [Soviet.ba111st1c*mf3511e,early.
- warntng radars }J-can detect and track ballistic missile warheads at areat
distances, they have a significant ABM potential.  Accordingly, the US
wouid vegard any:increase in the defenses of such radars by surface-to- -
-alr missiles.as;inconsistent with an agreement." ,

.

Radars at Oienegorﬁk and Pechora

Lo bt

'“V"; o The Soviets now have two large phased¥arraylradar in~
.st‘aﬂationsmm the northern USSR. One‘is located
next to the!Hen House radar a Olenegorsk, and s oriented to detect US

ICBMs/SLBMs launched into the Western USSR. The second radar installation
1s located Jjust northeast of Pechora at the northern end of the Ural "
.Hountains, and, s oriented to detect US ICBMs launched into central USSR,
C 0 T There are only two 11kely roles for these radars--ballistic
- missile early warnings (BMEW) or ABM battle management.* The primary
sdvantage of -the Olenegorsk radar in a BMEW role would be to provide the
Soviets with ‘better trajectory prediction accuracies than the Hen House
radar or to provide the capability to handle more targets. The Pechora
radar in the BMEW role would extend early warning coverage to areas not
now covered by the Hen House radars and probably would provide an improved
- target handling capability 1n addition to more refined prediction data.

¥ N battTa managemdnt radar prov?des precision information to ABM en-
gagament radars, sorts and assigns targets to ABM radar complexes and
could provide them with data for point-in-space intercepts. :




S 5 belieVedAthqt both. these aew radars wiy7 .
) 156V1étlba17ist1c miss{ie early warnfnngapab1ljt1esuandjcoverage;”
and that “thay w5 in-this s FefphaSédwarray_rada S sych
as thesa could ‘@lso haye. Ca ] 1 battje mana .

i al “proy ’u“ foscow M system. €XIsting radars, 'Butzassumfng
S & role;,. the Provide support for 11m1ted'dep1qyment of ABM 7 -
ﬂ/ “defepse 1nfthéjwestern and_CentranySSR."To:supportfvidespreadmABM;ﬁ L
' déﬁ?qymentffntheseareas,additiona?batt1e.managementradarsiwouldbe R
Y ed.® Baty 2 ars co .onstitute“thé”lbngxleadmtﬁmew~~-““
elements pf;aq,othenvise rap1dlyﬁﬁep]qyable;ABMJSystém;”f o A

, L S 7 S s
‘uncertain, oup concern woyld pe magnified 1f the Sovjeﬁs;continue>to
deploy Such radars, especlally q9p the areas»duplicatingfcurrent BMEW

: coverage, and at the same time Pursue g3 vigorous ABM Ré&p program.

_ . Ar£1c1e VI of the ABM Treaty broh1b1ts givfng non-ABM
radars‘capabi?ities-to Counter Strategic balIfstic.m1ssi €s or to. test
them ip ap ABM mode. Recently two "Square Pa adars <. tho fire contro]

Rt

——



p P ,
cployments a |
early. warning radars. ‘te shou]d be taken, however, to 1nsure that: the-~~~~
380 kilometer: cr1terion eStab]ishpd by the’ Pechora s1te does not set - ’




ces.of.view about .
will have ABM battle management capa- §

B3 about the 11kelinood that the.Soviets are building them for .~

use in this role. .Concern about possible use.for battle management would '
increase 1f the Soviets started to'construct more such radars in Tocations

the | 11kelihood that the

5 new radars
' - bilities, .

bt el o ARerow e

ursued ABM research and

i ‘p’ppo‘p‘ﬁa“f_‘e“"fgr'f'ABMr*supp rti;-and-if the Soviets -

-

s piOverall-Assessment

1
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1. Questions Raised by the US ..

iy

TS Y § Y A R TN e

: a. Soviet Reporting of Dismantling of Excess ABMiTesférr.mﬁmm
_Launchers i : a S T TR T

R .As'the»Soyiets”seem,téthbé;ﬁbéﬁpﬁﬁalfHETQS'bdhté;gif
-4 *regarding accurate reporting; it does not appear to be necessary to
i 7 “raise this question during the ABM Treaty Review process.

;nﬁ | BT -~ b. Concealment at Sary Shagan

DAY P TR

!’ B - . . .

;ﬁ '~ ~vc, Testing of Soviet air defense radar (SA-5) in an ABM lode
Ag RS :1':.§f;;'> ‘The specific practice raised in SCC=V in 1975 has not
= “been repeated End the December 1976 SA-5 activity was fndirectly discussed

in SCC-IX ‘and’X under the general question of the use of any air defense
radar at-an ABM test range. As a result of these discussions the sides
reactied agreement ad referendum to the Commissioners regarding concurrent
testing which treat the US concerns. It would be appropriate to hold
further.discussfons and finalize this agreed statement either in SCC-XI
(a1l 1977),0r during the ABM Treaty review. : :

bt g o 1 4 bt i

- e vy -

%_ ST T d. ABM radar at Kamchatka R o

o ' " ... .. s This question remains formally open, however, in SCC-1X
- i . and X, the:US concerns on this matter were addressed 'in the discussion of

o what. constitutes "an ABM test range” and "testing in an ABM mode.” The
"agreed statement" would be an appropriate agenda ftem for either SCC-XI

or the ABM Treaty Review conference.

. ( » -Inn EAE' I A!_A
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| fﬁf.{lfgzj“qhéstf°ﬁ$18°’53¢5by the Soviets o "7 .

, 'a.ka$£¥ﬁdaf?ShémYé”IS]éhd;:f

B ft.{érfﬁéfUSVV*¢Wfthat'fﬁé'fédéf'dn Shemya Island {s
: not*awccmp%fahceAjssue under any provision of the~ABM'Treaty,‘ T
T b i it oo Under any p SR A

Cens et de Although described by the Soviets in SCC-X as oné oF 5

"type which thag b en "tested 1n an AM mode® 1n connection with the dis-

]

. e W
N -

L _.N.sts.f'$“7hAIthough;not~raised‘hyffﬁé'$oviéts since scc-vig,
the Soviéts_havefﬁot,foﬁma]]y closed out this issue. As in. the case of
the US. raddr on Shemya, this {ssye was probably r‘aj§,_ec1_ﬁt_gj,c,?_‘th.e.wSov1-ets—~‘ln--~

- .- response to oggwggngepnfaboui_accuratefreportin§70h~d1$mant11ng and

’ vf‘“"“”dEStTﬂCfi5ﬁ?5?‘féﬁt.]aunChers at Sary Shagan. Depending'on-the’nature and

Substance . of US-agenda items for the ABM Treaty Review, the Soviets could

.3§ EPd£ébt1a1‘Issues

_a.l'Radars at Olenegorsk and Pechora

: R The pet. at Olenegorsk and
Pechora and 1t s too early to tel} vith
any degree o certainty wha eir mission an capabilities wil] be. 1If
for BHMEY Purposes they appear to 111 the criteria established by the ABM

. Treaty for such radars, 1i.e., located along the periphery, oriented outward
and no significant increase 1n‘a1r~defenses (Us unilateral statement), ao -
battle Mmanagement role for these radars may be difficult.to determine
under’ the best of circumstances. In View of this, it is belteved that
1t would be premature to raise this question at this time, '

‘ The secondary concern f}om the US viewpoint is the _
©~ location of the Pechora radar (380 km inland), Although, from a logistica]
. viewpoint, 1ts location at Pechora 1s logical, the U3 vould not want a

Review. In efther forum, the.us concern should be set forth that, while the
- Iocation'atfPechoraf1s not being questioned, future deployments will be :
monitored cldselyon q Case-by-case basis for adherence to the Criteria
‘established by the ABM Trebty, 1.e., along the periphery.
!'7 . . .
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B :\bﬁb;, Square Pair Radars at“R&D Radar Research Faciiity No 3

at Sary Shagan

‘ : o It 1s the US view that giving non ABH radars ABH
capab111t1es or test1nq non-ABM radars in..an-ABM mode.is prohibited-- =
by Article VI of the ABM.Treaty. On ‘the basis of ‘the_presently ava11ab1e_w
evidence, however, 1t is not clear whether fhe role. of R&D.Radar. Research

%~ Fact11ty-No.-3-15-ABM,-air defense or ‘both.— Unti1 this question-dsse= e -

resolved it would be premature to.raise the US concern” on this matter
e1ther 1n the scC or dur1ng ‘the. ABM Treaty review i S

: Aé.' Sov1et Reportingiof stmant11ng of Add1tiona1 Test
Launchers at Sany Shagan and Constructibn of New Test Launchers o

o ' The Soviets have had three op ortunities to report
th1s activity in the SCC.{Sessions-VIII; IX-and ‘X -and-have-not-chose -
to do so.” Paragraph 7 of the SCC agreed ABM Protocol on dismantling” and
replacement appears to require such reporting, however, the US has not

”;»~~mww~ra1sed this—in-the-SCCi~—+If=the-US—feels—this-Jack: oﬁ«report1ng -by-the-—-t-

Sovicts is: a matter of concern, it could be raised in the next SCC’ session
fall 7977) as US problems with Soviet reporting has’ been raised in that
~}.orum on a. more or less routine basis.

e T v.z‘;g.
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